A major responsibility of county forest rangers in North Carolina is fire prevention. Personal contact with the public is essential to the successful performance of this function. A survey of 50 North Carolina rangers revealed that the degree of success for each ranger was directly related to the specific effort put forth as a contactor.
We also looked at prevention effectiveness by employing a scale designed for use by contactor's supervisors. Scores on this scale are weakly associated with other effectiveness measures in test applications.
The independent variable was the way in which the ranger spent his workday. The Division of Forestry provided a detailed activity record of the 50 rangers for ten 8-hour workdays (randomly selected) during the spring 1978 fire season.
Daily activities were classified as follows: 1. Forest land management. 2. Pest control. 3. Fire control. 4. General information and education. 5. Paper work. 6. Internal operations. 7. Maintenance. 8. Travel. 9. Other. Each activity was recorded as either "contact" or "noncontact" except paper work, internal operations, and maintenance, all of which were "noncontact." Also, some time could not be classified because of vagueor ambiguous recording. The records also showed the number and identity of contactees and the purpose, place, initiator, and consequences of each contact.
RESULTS
The rangers utilized their time in many different ways (table 1) . However, the means clearly show where most time was spent: Land management contacts, 19.9 percent; paperwork, 10.7 percent; maintenance, 9.3 percent; and noncontact land management, 8.6 percent. In fact both categories of land management (28.5 percent) and administration (26.5 percent) took more than half of the rangers' time during this 2-week period. Travel took another 14.4 percent.
When administrative tasks are deducted, the rangers spent 23.6 percent of their time in noncontact activities compared with 37.9 percent spent in contacting. Ranger "P" spent the least time contacting -5.8 percent or about 4% hours-while Ranger "J" spent the most-73.7 percent or nearly 59 hours. An important question is whether a correlation exists between the time spent making contacts and fire prevention effectiveness. The product moment correlation coefficient (r) between hours spent in contact activities and fire prevention effectiveness as indicated by the supervisor scale scores was -0.23. Although this coefficient approaches significance at the .05 level of confidence, it is not in the expected direction'.
The same computation using the fire occurrence ratio as the indicator of effectiveness yielded an r = -0.212. This coefficient is in the expected direction (the higher the ratio the less the effectiveness), but it is not significant. Computation of r for correlations between each category of contact activity and prevention effectiveness failed to produce any of greater value.
The final correlation examined was that between the two "measures" or indicators of prevention effectiveness. Although it went in the predicted direction, the correlation was not significant at the .05 level. (r = -0.15). One obvious problem with this scale is the large number of maximum scores (233.0) it produced.
Close examination of the fire occurrence ratios in table 1 reveals that occurrence declined in only six counties during the 5-year period: C, L, CC, FF, GG and QQ. At the other extreme, seven counties had at least a threefold increase: B, S, W, EE, JJ, RR, and XX (table 2) .
Several rather sharp differences appear between the two groups. First, the six rangers with low occurrence ratios received higher scores by their supervisors than the other seven received from theirs-223.6 to 196.3. Although this difference is not significant at the .05 leve13, it is amplified by two facts: (1) Four of the six "most effective" rangers received maximum scores from their supervisors as opposed to only two of the seven "least effective" rangers 'A value of 0.24 is required for significance at the .05 level. 2The deduction of travel time from the total time did little to change the correlation; r was computed to be -0.22. 3We used a "difference of means" test and computed the value oft with 11 degrees of freedom to analyze differences between the two groups of rangers (Blalock 1960 receiving the maximum; and (2) the lowest scale score among the 50 rangers (98.3) is included among the seven "least effective" rangers as indicated by occurrence ratios.
The "most effective" rangers spent an average of 43.3 hours (54.1 percent of 80) in contact activities compared with 28.5 hours (35.6 percent of 80) by the "least effective" rangers. This difference is significant at the .05 level (t = 2.20). Furthermore, the "most effective" rangers spent 5 times more than the "least effective" rangers in fire control contacts (8.5 percent or 6.8 hours versus 1.7 percent or 1.36 hours). In fact, this category is the only one in which the difference between the two groups is statistically significant at the .05 level. The "most effective" rangers each averaged 8.2 fire control contacts during the two weeks compared with the 2.0 average of the "least effective" rangers.
It can be theorized that the "most effective" rangers spent more time on fire control contacts simply because of a greater need in their counties than in counties served by the "least effective" rangers. In the 10 years preceeding the study the six "most effective" rangers' counties averaged 37 fires per year each; in the seven counties served by the "least effective" rangers, the average was 30 fires per county per year.
A majority of the "most effective" rangers' contacts were with local organizations-schools, women's clubs, rural fire departments, etc. The rangers' each averaged 17.3 such contacts during the 2 weeks compared with only 3.1 per ranger for the "least effective" group. (This difference is significant at the .05 level.) Neither group spent much time with other government employees, local businessmen, or other county residents.
Although the "most effective" rangers spent slightly more time in land management contacts than the "least effective" rangers (26.9 percent and 21.7 percent, respectively), the former spent considerably less time in noncontact land management activities (4.4 percent versus 12.2 percent; t = -2.44, pc.025). The time the "most effective" rangers spent in noncontact travel also was significantly less than that spent by the "least effective" rangers (2.4 percent versus 12.3 percent; t = -2.83, pc.01 ).
Differences between the two groups of rangers in the three administration categories (paper work, internal operation and maintenance) were not statistically significant at the .05 level. The relatively large mean for maintenance time (16.5 percent or 13.2 hours) for the "most effective" group was caused primarily by two rangers. (See table 2 ).
The most effective fire prevention contactors spent more time making contacts that were specifically related to the fire protection job. Furthermore, the one noncontact activity that took up most of the time of the "least effective" rangers was forest land management. These findings parallel those of an earlier preliminary study and suggest that some rangers are what might be called "people oriented," whereas others are more "forest oriented."
We thought that an item-by-item comparison of the two groups on the supervisor's scale might provide some evidence of a "people-versusforest" orientation. However, the "most effective" and "least effective" groups received identical scores on ability to communicate, respect by contactees, tact, etc. There were slight differences on some items. For example, the "most effective" rangers seemed to have slightly more persistence, sense of responsibility, positive self-image, desire for self-improvement, desire for achievement, community involvement, and dependability than the "least effective" rangers. Yet none shed light on the orientation question.
Obviously, the search for attributes of effective fire prevention contactors must continue. 
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